and Philistines, for the sin of their ancestor. The otherness of the Hamites is not biological, not racial, not written into the nature of things, but rather moral, the result of human choices.
Contrast this notion of otherness with that displayed by ancient Greeks or Egyptians, for whom humanity is divided between us and them: Greeks versus barbarians or Egyptians versus Asiatics.'o In the Egyptian Tale of Sinuhe, for instance, non-Egyptians, whether mountain dwellers or Bedouins, become "Asiatics," and "No Asiatic makes friends with a Delta-man (i.e., Egyptian).""11 In both Greek and Egyptian cultures, foreigners come to stand for not just the other, but what Meir Sternberg calls the "anti-self," the polar opposite of the values that define humanity. In the Bible, by contrast, the foreigner (nn: or -i n: ) is not the opposite of the Israelite, not a quintessential Other, but a person with a full range of human possibilities. Foreigners may be excluded from privileges or bans applicable to Israelites or they may be "joined to the LORD" (Isaiah 56:3-7). They may be portrayed negatively, as are Obadiah's Edomites who "cast lots for Jerusalem" (1:11), or positively, as-is saintly Ruth.12 Despite Ham's sin, the genealogies immediately following the curse in the Table of Nations proceed to derive all humans from a single ancestor, Noah. These genealogies and those preserved elsewhere in Genesis constitute a unified system affirming the common humanity of all nations.13 The nations issuing from the sons of Noah are named without qualification or judgment. Similarly, the nations and tribes bordering Israel are spawned from the descendants of Abraham--family in essence, however much circumstances may lead to enmity.
It is in the context of this familial relationship among the nations and this nuanced image of the foreigner that the special position of the natives in Genesis must be viewed. In his monumental Hebrews Between Cultures, Meir Sternberg sees Ham's "unspeakable violence" against his father Noah as determinative for the subsequent biblical portrayal of the unique otherness of the Hamite nations, including Canaanites, Egyptians, and Philistines.14 Unlike foreigners in general, Sternberg contends, Hamites stand against Israel as a unique antigroup manifesting their antipathy through the disposition toward violence and sexual predation that they have inherited from their progenitor. Cursed by Noah to be a slave to his broth- The Hamite connection, however, does warrant my treatment of the Egyptians and Philistines of Genesis, along with the Canaanites, as native peoples. Although some biblical writers, such as Amos, knew that the historical Philistines were not indigenous to Canaan (9:7), Genesis displays no such awareness. Nor do its writers differentiate between those peoples who had ongoing influence in their world-Egyptians and Philistines-and those who, if they ever existed as ethnic entities in Canaan, did so no longer. Some of these groups--Perizzites, Jebusites, and Hivites--are not attested outside of the Bible, while the terms "Hittite" and "Amorite" have been severed from their geographic origins and appear in Genesis as ethnicons.'5 Most problematic is the term "Canaanite" itself, which in extrabiblical sources nearly always designates a geographic area yet in the Bible denotes a particular people.16 Whatever differentiated knowledge of these groups may have existed, the narrator treats them all as ancient native peoples of the ancestors' world.17 The Pharaoh of Egypt, Ephron the Hittite, and Hamor the Hivite all appear as leaders of their respective groups, but they bear no marks that distinguish them as members of the peoples they represent. Genesis remembers the natives by different names but in a single guise.
In the two sections that follow I argue that the boundary between ancestors and natives is defined on sexual and economic grounds. In the conclusion, I return to the 
Wives and Sisters, Sisters and Wives
The tales of the ancestors' meetings with the local population, though seeming to retard the movement toward the fulfillment of the divine promises, are critical to understanding how Genesis constructs Israelite identity. In every one of these tales, the natives are shown to be a threat to the very existence of the ancestral line. If the keynote of the ancestor tales is the repeated promise of nationhood and land, the encounters between the ancestors and the natives threaten to torpedo both elements of that promise. In these encounters, the locals are shown wielding sexual and economic power over the ancestors and aiming to use this power to dominate and assimilate them, thus aborting the divine intention. Yet the combined forces of divine intervention and the ancestors' own sense of destiny keep the locals at bay and draw a boundary around Israel-to-be. This boundary is ethnic and territorial rather than religious or political. It is based on kinship and physical separation, not on distinctions of belief or cult.'"
In line with the myth of the genealogical origins of nations, the narrative of the ancestors that begins in Genesis 12 traces the genealogy of Israel but problematizes what in Genesis 1-11 was a purely natural process of "begetting" by working through the dangers to endogamy at every turn. Abraham arrives in Canaan with wife in tow; his problem will be keeping her. The wife-sister stories demonstrate the dangers that threaten the integrity of this outsider family as it wanders in lands occupied by others. In fact, the Abraham of the second story reveals his perception of ubiquitous danger by admitting that he told Sarah to say he was her brother in "whatever place we come to" (20:13). For Sternberg these episodes demonstrate the Hamite predilection for sexual violence.22 Before we even see the Egyptians, Abraham fears their designs on Sarah (12:11-13); his deception anticipates that of the midwives who rescue the Hebrew newborn boys in a culture that lets girls live so that they may, as in Sarah's case, become prey for Egyptian men. The Philistines, Hamites as well, operate under the same harem mentality, nabbing even geriatric Sarah, no longer described as lovely, and leaving Abraham alone.
While Sternberg wants to see these incidents as early representations of the vicious Egyptian and Philistine antigroup designs on Israelites that will manifest themselves most dramatically after the events recorded in Genesis, taken in themselves they seem less nefarious. If the custom of sexual hospitality had any currency for the authors of Genesis, then both Pharaoh and Abimelech are simply playing according to the rules, taking in an eligible "sister" in return for the protection of a brother in alien territory. Moreover, the ruse reflects less favorably on the patriarch himself than it does on either Pharaoh or Abimelech, for it is the patriarch who relies on schemes rather than God, while the foreign king responds immediately to divine prompting. Abraham's after-the-fact explanation to Abimelech -"I thought that surely there is no fear of God in this place" (20:11)-turns out to be quite wrong. When God appears to Abimelech in a dream and explains the situation, the king reacts as only one who fears God would, following the divine instruction to return Sarah and then challenging Abraham's immoral action. Later, the Abimelech of the third episode shows himself to be God-fearing in another way by taking preventative action to avoid "guilt" by promising death to any of his people who would molest either Isaac or Rebekah ( in lands not their own, they do not contain a collective memory of the foreign kings as evil personified. In fact, in two of the tales it is the beauty of the matriarchs that draws the attention of the kings: how indeed could they resist? It is the threatening situation into which the landless ancestors are repeatedly pressed by history, rather than the sexual designs of the Hamites, that seems to me the focus of these stories. That situation risks impregnation of the mothers of Israel by foreign kings; each episode explains how that result is prevented.
What these tales demonstrate is that wives cannot be exchanged for security, however much their patriarchal husbands may try to arrange it. In each case God intervenes-with a plague ( Even before the rape, the episode opens on an ominous note. The introductory exposition describes one "daughter," Dinah, setting off to see the local "daughters" (r-. nin;~, 34:1), the daughter of Jacob out there among the "daughters of the land." Perhaps we are to imagine that, with twelve brothers at home, Dinah was simply looking for some female companionship. Yet, by employing the same phrase that Rebekah used when she contemplated the "native women" unacceptable for her son Jacob (27:46), the narrator puts us on guard. Here, though, not the local girls, but a local boy poses the threat. Indeed, before Dinah has a chance to "see" him, Shechem "sees" her and, in rapid sequence, takes her, lies with her, and abuses her (34:2). That his violence upon her begets his love for and romancing of Dinah may be hard to swallow, but the narrator's attestation ("his soul clung to Dinah, daughter of Jacob, and he loved the girl and spoke to the girl's heart," v. 3) leaves no room for doubt. While Dinah's feelings are not disclosed, Shechem, despite his terrible overture, seems a changed man.24 If it is permissible to give sisters to local men, Shechem just might do. Yet, as the story continues, the depiction of the untrustworthiness of the natives comes to show that even a single marriage with them would result in total assimilation. Thus, when Shechem demands that his father secure Dinah for him as a wife, Hamor uses the occasion to make a broader proposal which invites intermarriage as a prerequisite for economic integration of the fathers with the natives: "Intermarry with us: give your daughters to us, and take our daughters for yourselves. You will dwell among us, and the land will be open before you; settle, move about,25 and acquire holdings in it" (34:9-10). While this offer to Jacob and sons appears generous, it is undercut by Hamor's later speech to his own people. There he attempts to convince them to comply with Dinah's brothers' demand for universal Hivite circumcision as a prerequisite for the marriage of Dinah to Shechem by relying on an economic argument quite different from the one he proposed to the Jacobites. While at first he echoes the brothers' proposal ("these men are at peace with us
]," vv. 21-22),26 he then discloses his own ulterior motive. To his own people he does not speak of Jacob's sons "acquir[ing] holdings" in the land, but rather argues that "their cattle and substance and all their beasts will be ours" (v. 23). Not economic integration but domination is the reward Hamor offers for the pain of circumcision.
The Hivites, to be sure, are not the only deceivers, for the narrator had earlier revealed that Jacob's sons' offer to permit the marriage and to settle among the Hivites as "one people" (-tri g•, v. 16) was made "with guile," as the subsequent slaughter of the convalescing circumcisees demonstrates. Yet, as we learn only in retrospect, the brothers' deception had a more pressing justification. Not until after Simeon and Levi kill Shechem and Hamor is it revealed that Dinah had all along been "detained," as Sternberg puts it,27 for "they took Dinah from Shechem's house and left" (v. 26). Whether Dinah's detention at Shechem's place has been forcible (Sternberg) or voluntary, Dinah having been won over by Shechem's affection (Fewell and Gunn),28 the brothers would have no way of knowing. They only know that she has been raped and detained, and that the Hivite negotiators are silently holding her over their heads when they propose ethnic and economic integration. From the brothers' perspective deceit is justified if the end result is Dinah's liberation. So the proposal of mass circumcision turns out to be, for the Hivites, a plausible if painful requirement and, for the brothers, a cunning way to defeat superior numbers and rescue Dinah. disputes its perlocutionary function. On the contrary, here and everywhere else Dinah's heart is "opaque" ("Biblical Poetics and Sexual Politics," 476-79).
25The Hebrew n.ri-, translated in the NJPS as "move about," may also mean "trade" as in the NRSV, a rendering that probably better suits the economic aims of Hamor. 26See 33:18. Though it may seem that the brothers' subsequent slaughter of all the men and seizure of all their wives, children, and property more than balances Shechem's seizure and rape of Dinah--so Jacob, silent until now, finally opines -their action draws an absolute line in the sand. First, by their vengeance, the brothers reject not only intermarriage but any sort of economic parity on native terms. Sisters cannot be exchanged any more than wives can, and real estate is not worth the price. While Abraham was willing to accept a client status with respect to Pharaoh by handing over his wife, Jacob's sons turn down the economic advantage that would become theirs by handing over their sister and daughters to the people of Shechem. Second, by insisting that not even circumcision can domesticate the natives, the story underscores the necessity of remaining distinct from them. Shechemite men cannot 29See Nash, The Cauldron of Ethnicity, 12-13. 30Sternberg contrasts the brothers' speech "in its insistence on matters of principle" (The Poetics of Biblical Narrative, 457), with the Hivites' preceding speech, which focuses on economic inducements. Yet from a Hivite perspective the highminded demand of circumcision to remove a "disgrace" would likely be perceived as a ritualistic hurdle. 
Territorial Plots
If the natives are represented as seeking to possess the immigrants' women and so abort their separate nationhood, they are also shown resisting any immigrant possession of the promised land. As we have seen, Hamor's offer to Jacob's sons of "holdings" (nirm)" in the land was only a ploy to establish an alliance with the immigrants before the Hivites absorbed them. Hamor's invitation appears magnanimous-"with us (tlx) you will dwell and the land will be before you" (34:10) -but the word "with us" carries a darker connotation in his speech to his townsmen. "Their cattle and their possessions and all their animals, will they not be ours? Just Every encounter between the fathers and the natives is caused by or results in a conflict over women or land. The narratives of these encounters create the memory of an ambiguous beginning for Israel in its land. One the one hand, the natives seem to be gracious hosts, permitting the fathers to dwell in Canaan and in Egypt and Philistia when necessary and not responding negatively when they seek to purchase land for the dead or the living or to dig wells to support their flocks and herds. They are depicted as recognizing the divine blessing that rests upon these sojourners. On the other hand, the price of peace is the mothers of Israel, handed off and returned like booty, and Hamite graciousness is shown in every case to have an ulterior motive, namely the termination of the first family's separate identity both ethnically and geographically. The land and its people are shown to be seductive, and there is no safety walking among the "daughters of the land."
Conclusion
What is especially striking about the identity of the fathers in relationship to the natives is the total lack of religious distinction between them. The post-Genesis contrast between the Israelite worship of YHWH and Canaanite idolatry is completely missing. Deuteronomy's injunctions to liquidate the shrines, sancta, and personnel of the idolatrous Canaanite cult upon entry into the land have no echo in the depiction of the ancestors' relationship to the local population. The locals in Genesis present no religious threat; indeed, some are shown recognizing the power of YHWH in the lives of the ancestors. When King Melchizedek of Salem blesses Abraham in the name of El Elyon, Abraham does not flinch in horror, nor does Jacob when God introduces himself as El Beth-el (31:13). As has long been noted, the names of Canaanite deities are, in Genesis, assimilated to YHWH, so that the many names appear to refer to the one true God. Still, Genesis preserves or archaizes those names for the sake of calling attention to the translatability of divinity in the patriarchal period.41 Genesis assumes an original monotheism dating from Eden; whatever the sins of the Canaanites are in Genesis, they do not include idolatry. In fact, Abimelech, despite his designs on Sarah, manifests precisely that fear of God that Abraham assumed was lacking among the peoples in whose lands he sojourns.
This lack of religious differentiation is notable not only in contrast to postGenesis representations but also in light of the literature on ethnicity brought to bear on biblical studies in a number of recent works.42 Anthropologist Manning Nash, in his study of modem ethnic groups, identifies religion-along with the body, a language, a shared history and origins, and nationality (including the right to a territory)--as one of the basic building blocks of ethnicity.43 These building blocks interact and shift as historical circumstances change. Similarly, Nash finds that a common cult, along with kinship and commensality (the propriety of eating together), most typically mark out ethnic boundaries. These cultural markers, he says, are a "single recursive metaphor. This metaphor of blood, substance, and deity symbolize the existence of the group while at the same time they constitute the group."44 In the ancestor tales kinship, the constructed biological unity hedged by endogamy, serves as the primary boundary, while comestible concerns arise not with the fathers in Canaan but only with Joseph in Egypt.45 Why the religion of the ancestors does not function to differentiate them from the natives has not been addressed clearly as a literary question, though biblical historians have given a variety of answers. For Wellhausen, who dismissed the historical value of the patriarchal narratives, the picture of patriarchal religion in Genesis was purely a retrojection of late monotheism. Albrecht Alt, using oral tradition as a window to the age of the patriarchs, identified the "god of the fathers" as a god of a nomadic type of religion, closely tied to a particular group and concerned for its fortunes.46 In this regard, the "god of the fathers" did differ from the 41Assmann contrasts the way in which ancient polytheisms "translated" the deities of other cultures into functionally equivalent deities in their own systems with the way in which biblical "counter-religion" rejects everything preceding it and outside of it as "pagan." Assmann calls this difference the "Mosaic distinction" (Moses the Egyptian, 2-4). For Genesis, this "Mosaic distinction" does not apply. 42Brett, ed., Ethnicity and the Bible; Sparks, Ethnicity and Identity. Canaanite gods who were attached to particular geographic locations. Yehezkel Kaufmann argued that the silence about Canaanite religious difference stems from the actual, historical lack of difference. As the tribes that were to become Israel coalesced, they absorbed much from the native culture. It was only with Moses that monotheism began, only then that the battle with idolatry was joined.47 So it was not that the Canaanites were not pagans; it was that the patriarchs were not yet monotheists. Consequently, no traditions of religious conflict in this early Canaanite environment were preserved. Like Wellhausen, Kaufmann saw patriarchal monotheism as a later projection.
Much more recently, Rainer Albertz has examined the question, proceeding, like Kaufmann (but without referring to him), from the observation that the practical worship of one god (monolatry) in Genesis completely lacks the exclusivism which was later to be so characteristic of Yahweh religion.48 This difference demands an explanation especially because the traditions of Genesis were written when the religion of YHWH was a going concern. Albertz offers a sociological explanation, arguing that YHWH religion is functionally related to the wider group of the tribe, while Genesis portrays a family engaged in personal piety. In the ancestor nar- Second, by insisting on the ancestors' radical separation from the natives through both endogamy and economic independence, the ancestor traditions construct a memory of family purity and territorial separation that maps an unambiguous distinction between the recipients of the promise and all others. Yet, the repeated challenge of the native peoples to each succeeding generation establishes that separation as one not easy to achieve. Each generation, the message would seem to be, must overcome both the threat and the temptation of being submerged matrimonially and economically. By depicting those recipients, moreover, as four generations of a single family whose descendants spread geographically through Israel and Judah, Genesis sets forth a "pan-Israelite" ideology that would have served to express an all-Israel national consciousness.53 Whether that consciousness is to be assigned originally to the Josian period or to a later one, its important function 
